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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1-37 have been examined. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-5 and 7-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Barber et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,858,121) in view of Rozen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,073,106). 

A. As per claim 1, Barber at al. discloses a method of providing patient medical 
financial information through a networked connection comprising: 



medical server (Barber et al.; abstract and col. 1, line 61 to col. 2, line 9); 

ii. formatting the patient medical financial information into a requester 
readable data format (Barber et al.; abstract and col. 2, lines 6-9); and 

iii. sending a portion of the formatted patient medical financial 
information to the requestor (Barber et al.; abstract and col. 2, lines 1-9) 
based on the patient access instructions and the access request, if the 
patient access instructions correspond with the patient access request. 



i. 



receiving a patient medical financial information at an aggregate 
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Barber et al. fails to expressly teach the receiving patient access 
instructions, receiving an access request from a requester at the 
aggregate medical server and determining whether the access 
request corresponds with the patient access instructions per se, 
since it appears that Barber et al. is more directed to verifying the 
physician, patient and insurance company identifications. However, 
this feature is well known in the art, as evidenced by Rozen et al. 
In particular, Rozen et al. discloses receiving patient access 
instructions, receiving an access request from a requester at the 
aggregate medical server and determining whether the access 
request corresponds with the patient access instructions (Rozen et 
al.; col. 4, lines 33-65). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the verifying the 
physician, patient and insurance company identifications with the 
receiving patient access instructions, receiving an access request 
from a requester at the aggregate medical server and determining 
whether the access request corresponds with the patient access 
instructions with the motivation of insuring integrity and privacy of 
the information exchange (Rozen et al; col. 6, lines 9-11). 

B. As per claim 2, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 further 

comprising: 
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i. sending the medical financial information to an insurance server 
(Barber et al.; col. 2, lines 6-8); 

ii. receiving modified medical financial information from the insurance 
server at the aggregate medical server (Barber et al.; abstract and col. 3, 
line 60 to col. 4, line 10); and 

iii. formatting the modified medical financial information (Barber et al.; 
abstract and col. 3, line 60 to col. 4, line 10). 

C. As per claim 3, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 2 wherein the 
modified medical financial information comprises members selected from a group 
consisting of: an insurance payment, a patient co-payment, portions of a patient 
medical charge, an allowed medical charge, a discount applied and the amount 
due by a patient of the patient medical charge (Barber et al.; col. 3, line 60 to col. 
4, line 10). 

D. As per claim 4, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the 
requestor is selected from a group consisting of a patient and a third party 
authorized by the patient to request patient medical financial information (Barber 
et al.; col. 14, lines 13-26). 

E. As per claim 5, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the 
requestor readable data format comprises a patient readable format (Barber et 
al.; col. 2, lines 6-9). 

F. As per claim 7, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 further 
comprising: an agent in communication with the aggregate medical server, 
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wherein the agent software is capable of providing tax related information based 
on patient medical financial information received at the agent (Barber et al.; col. 
4, lines 20-34). 

G. As per claim 8, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 7 wherein the 
agent resides at a patient PC (Barber et al.; col. 4, lines 30-34). 

H. As per claim 9, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 7 wherein the 
agent resides on the medical aggregate server (Barber et al.; col. 4, lines 30-34). 

I. As per claim 10, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 further 
comprising: providing a hyperlink to the aggregate server wherein the hyperlink 
comprises the access request (Barber et al.; col. 2, lines 26-31 ). 

The obviousness of modifying the teaching of Barber et al. to include the 
receiving an access request from a requester at the aggregate medical 
server (as taught by Rozen et al) is as addressed above in the rejection of 
claim 1 and incorporated herein. 
J. As per claim 11, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 10. 

Barber et al. fails to expressly teach a hyperlink which is provided 
on a web site for access by the requestor per se, since it appears 
that Barber et al. is more directed to a plurality of physician 
terminals are interconnected with a central processing system 
which verifies the physician, patient and insurance company 
identifications (Barber et al.; col. 1 , lines 63-65 and col. 3, lines 51- 
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53). However, this feature is well known in the art, as evidenced by 
Rozen et al. 

In particular, Rozen et al. discloses a hyperlink, which is provided 
on a web site for access by the requestor (Rozen et al.; col. 5, lines 
31-41). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the a plurality of 
physician terminals are interconnected with a central processing 
system which verifies the physician, patient and insurance 
company identifications with the a hyperlink, which is provided on a 
web site for access by the requestor with the motivation of insuring 
integrity and privacy of the information exchange (Rozen et al; col. 
6, lines 9-11). 

K. As per claim 12, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 wherein 
determining whether the access request corresponds with the patient access 
instructions further comprises implementing at least one security feature. 

The obviousness of modifying the teaching of Barber et al. to include the 
access request from a requester at the aggregate medical server (as 
taught by Rozen et al) is as addressed above in the rejection of claim 1 
and incorporated herein. 
L. As per claim 13, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 12. 
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Barber et al. fails to expressly teach the security feature is selected 
from a group consisting of a user password, a public key 
cryptograph, a digital signature, and an XML based security 
standard per se, since it appears that Barber et al. is more directed 
to a plurality of physician terminals are interconnected with a 
central processing system which verifies the physician, patient and 
insurance company identifications (Barber et al.; col. 1, lines 63-65 
and col. 3, lines 51-53). However, this feature is well known in the 
art, as evidenced by Rozen et al. 

In particular, Rozen et al. discloses the security feature is selected 
from a group consisting of a user password, a public key 
cryptograph, a digital signature, and an XML based security 
standard (Rozen et al.; col. 5, lines 43-57). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the a plurality of 
physician terminals are interconnected with a central processing 
system which verifies the physician, patient and insurance 
company identifications with the security feature is selected from a 
group consisting of a user password, a public key cryptograph, a 
digital signature, and an XML based security standard with the 
motivation of insuring integrity and privacy of the information 
exchange (Rozen et al; col. 6, lines 9-1 1 ). 
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M. As per claim 14, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 further 
comprising: verifying a portion of the patient medical financial information with an 
outside server (Barber et al.; col. 15, lines 37-44). 

N. As per claim 15, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 14 wherein 
verifying the portion of the patient medical financial information comprises 
determining a patient eligibility (Barber et al.; col. 13, line 64 to col. 14, line 12). 
O. As per claim 16, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 further 
comprising: updating the patient medical financial information (Barber et ai.; col. 
7, lines 23-29). 

P. As per claim 17, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the 
patient medical financial information is selected from a group consisting of a 
name, a social security number, a plan number, personal information, medical 
history information, medical claims information, prescription information, 
insurance company information, billing information, and health provider 
information (Barber et al.; col. 4, lines 57-65). 

Q. As per claim 18, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 wherein the 
access information comprises level authorization information. 

Barber et al. fails to expressly teach the access information 
comprises level authorization information per se, since it appears 
that Barber et al. is more directed to a plurality of physician 
terminals are interconnected with a central processing system 
which verifies the physician, patient and insurance company 
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identifications (Barber et al.; col. 1, lines 63-65 and col. 3, lines 51- 
53). However, this feature is well known in the art, as evidenced by 
Rozen et al. 

In particular, Rozen et al. discloses the access information 
comprises level authorization information (Rozen et al.; col. 4, lines 
33-65). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the a plurality of 
physician terminals are interconnected with a central processing 
system which verifies the physician, patient and insurance 
company identifications with the access information comprises level 
authorization information with the motivation of insuring integrity 
and privacy of the information exchange (Rozen et al; col. 6, lines 
9-11). 

J. As per claim 36, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 . 

Barber et al. fails to expressly teach the restricting access to the 
patient medical financial information based on the received patient 
access instructions per se, since it appears that Barber et al. is 
more directed to a plurality of physician terminals are 
interconnected with a central processing system which verifies the 
physician, patient and insurance company identifications (Barber et 
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al.; col. 1, lines 63-65 and col. 3, lines 51-53). However, this feature 
is well known in the art, as evidenced by Rozen et al. 
In particular, Rozen et al. discloses the restricting access to the 
patient medical financial information based on the received patient 
access instructions (Rozen et al.; col. 4, lines 33-65). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the a plurality of 
physician terminals are interconnected with a central processing 
system which verifies the physician, patient and insurance 
company identifications with the restricting access to the patient 
medical financial information based on the received patient access 
instructions with the motivation of insuring integrity and privacy of 
the information exchange (Rozen et al; col. 6, lines 9-11). 
K. As per claim 37, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 1 . 

Barber et al. fails to expressly teach determining whether the 
access request corresponds with the patient access instructions 
comprises authenticating request with a third party certificate 
authority per se, since it appears that Barber et al. is more directed 
to a plurality of physician terminals are interconnected with a 
central processing system which verifies the physician, patient and 
insurance company identifications (Barber et al.; col. 1, lines 63-65 
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and col. 3, lines 51-53). However, this feature is well known in the 
art, as evidenced by Rozen et al. 

In particular, Rozen et al. discloses determining whether the access 
request corresponds with the patient access instructions comprises 
authenticating request with a third party certificate authority (Rozen 
et al.; col. 4, lines 33-65). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the a plurality of 
physician terminals are interconnected with a central processing 
system which verifies the physician, patient and insurance 
company identifications with determining whether the access 
request corresponds with the patient access instructions comprises 
authenticating request with a third party certificate authority with the 
motivation of insuring integrity and privacy of the information 
exchange (Rozen et al; col. 6, lines 9-1 1 ). 
4. As per claims 19-22 and 24-34, it is an article of manufacture claim which 
repeats the same limitations of claims 1-5 and 7-18, the corresponding method claims, 
as a collection of executable instructions stored on machine readable media as 
opposed to a series of process steps. Since the teachings of Barber et al. and Rozen et 
al disclose the underlying process steps that constitute the method of claims 1-5 and 7- 
18, it is respectfully submitted that they likewise disclose the executable instructions that 
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perform the steps as well. As such, the limitations of claims 19-22 and 24-34, are 

rejected for the same reasons given above for claims 1-5 and 7-18. 

5. As per claim 35, it is a system claim, which repeats the same limitations of claim 

1 , the corresponding method claim, as a collection of elements as opposed to a series 
of process steps. Since the teachings of Barber et al. and Rozen et al disclose the 
underlying process steps that constitute the methods of claim 1 , it is respectfully 
submitted that it provides the underlying structural elements that perform the steps as 
well. As such, the limitations of claims 35 are rejected for the same reasons given 
above for claim 1 . 

2. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barber et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 4,858,121) and Rozen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,073,106) in further 
view of Riley (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0077940 A1). 

A. As per claim 6, Barber at al. discloses the method of claim 5. 

Barber et al. and Rozen et al. both fail to expressly teach the patient 
readable format comprises a PC based home financial program from a 
group consisting of Quicken. RTM., TurboTax.RTM., MS Money. RTM., 
Peachtree Accounting. RTM. and QuickBooks.RTM, per se, since it 
appears that Barber et al. is more directed to processing the received data 
and formats it into the appropriate format for a medical claim. However, 
this feature is well known in the art, as evidenced by Riley 
In particular, Riley discloses a readable format comprises a PC based 
home financial program from a group consisting of Quicken. RTM., 
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TurboTax.RTM., MS Money. RTM., Peachtree Accounting. RTM. and 
QuickBooks.RTM (Riley; par. 0023 and 0024). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have combined the processing the received data 
and formats it into the appropriate format for a medical claim with the a 
readable format comprises a PC based home financial program from a 
group consisting of Quicken. RTM., TurboTax.RTM., MS Money.RTM., 
Peachtree Accounting. RTM. and QuickBooks.RTM with the motivation of 
Quicken. RTM. being a popular personal accounting program (Riley; par. 
0023). 

6. As per claim 23, it is an article of manufacture claim which repeats the same 
limitations of claim 6, the corresponding method claim, as a collection of executable 
instructions stored on machine readable media as opposed to a series of process steps. 
Since the teachings of Barber et al., Rozen et al and Riley disclose the underlying 
process steps that constitute the method of claim 6, it is respectfully submitted that they 
likewise disclose the executable instructions that perform the steps as well. As such, 
the limitations of claim 23 is rejected for the same reasons given above for claim 6. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The cited but not used art teach "Medical information system" 
4,893,270, "All care health management system" 5,301 ,105, "Medical data draft for 
tracking and evaluating medical treatment" 5,324,077, "Health support system' 
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5,390,238, "Medical transaction system" 5,644,778, "Systems and methods for secure 
transaction management and electronic rights protection" 5,915,019, "System and 
method for remotely accessing user data records" 5,995, 965.Any inquiry concerning this 
communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed to Dilek 
B. Cobanoglu whose telephone number is 571-272-8295. The examiner can normally 
be reached on 8-4:30. 

8. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on 571-272-6776. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

9. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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